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Remarks 



In paragraphs 1-15, tlxaminer rejected claims 1-31 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being .unpatentable nver U.S. 
Patent 6,330,605 issufid to Christensen in view of U.S. 
B Patent 6,366,947 issued to Kavner. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 recites, "receiving the first request for the 
web page; and transmitting, to a device from which the 
first request was received, at least one comniand to send a 
10 second request for the web page, and a first tiitiestamp. " 
Claiins 2-13 depend from claim 1 and contain all o£ its 
features. 

Claiiri 14 recites, "computer readable program code 
devices configured to cause a computer tu receive the first 

15 request for the weX- page; and computer 3:ead;.ble program 

c;yde devices configured to r.ause a computer to transmit, to 
a devH<re from which the first request was received, at 
least one command to send a second request for the web 
page, and a first timestamp." Claims 15-26 depend from 

20 claim 14 and contain all of its features. 

These claimed features receive a first a request for a 
web page, and transmit to- the device that sent the request. 
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a command to send a second request for that web page aziU a 
time St amp. 

Kavner transmits a conditional requeaL for the web 
page itself, not a command to send a subsequent request as 
claimed. The ff^r.t. that what is transmitted is a request is 
evident from the fact that the request is sent to the 
server and the fact that the server responds with the web 
page if the condition is met, the condition being that the 
web page was updated subsequent to the timestamp. (Kavner, 
col. 4/ lines 20-35). Examiner states that the request 
could be interpreted as a conunand to send a request. Buu 
it could not be interpreted to send a request to the dev-i r.ft 
that sent the command in a manner similar to that claimed 
because the GET command causes no such request to be sent 
to that device. Because Kavner does not send a command to 
send a subsequent request as claimed, claim 1 is patentably 
distinguishable over Kavner. Examiner has not asserted 
that Christensen sends any such command and therefore, 
claims 1 and 14 are patentably distinguishable over Kavner 
and Christensen, either alone or in combination. Because 
claims 2-13 depend from claim 1 and claims 15-26 depend 
from claim 14, claims 1-25 are patentably distinguishable 
over Kavner and r.hristensen, either alone or in 
combination. 
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As amended, claim 27 recites, "a cookie/applet 
generator having an input coupled to the user request 
router output for receiving the signal, the cookie/applet 
generator for providing, to a device from which the first 
S request was received, a first output coupled Lo an 

apparatus output a first indicator of at least nne time to 
send a second request for the web page". Claims 28-31 
depend from claim 27 and contain all of its features. 

These claimed features provide an indicator of at 
in least one time to send a second request for a web page. 
Kavner, col 4, lines 44-59 uses a cache to display a web 
page and simultaneously sends a request for an updated 
page, but Kavner doesn't send a time as claimed. Because 
Kavener does not send an indicator of the time to send the 
15 request as claimed, Kavner is restricted to sending Ll.e 
request for the updated page aimultaneoualy with the 
display of the page. Thus, claim 27 is patentably 
distinguishable over Kavner. 

Examiner points to chxistensen' s use of timers, but 
20 Christensen uses the timer, it doesn't provide the value 
from such timer to a device from which the first request 
was received, as would be required to anticipate claim 27 . 
Thus, claim 27 is patentably distinguishable over Kavner 

13 



61 39Vd 



SaSNiaVd NOIiVAONNI 



66T08Se099 99:TI f00S/0e/80 



mimm) mmm « 66l082C0S9:aiS3 « immm « Md3-01dSn:ilAS « Nil mBy^eO WSl mid C0:ZS:2 »002/0C/8 iV aA3il , mi 39Vd 



and Christensen. Because claims 28-31 depend from claim 
27, claims 27-31 are patentably distinguishable over Kavj 
and Christensen, either alone or in combination. 

Claims 1-31 are patenably distinguishable over the 
5 cited references. Favorable action is solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Febiuiiiy 11/ 2004 

Q Charles E. Gotlieb 

Registration No, 38,164 
Innovation Partners 
54U university Ave . r CJuitc 300 
Palo Alto; 94301 
(650) 328-0100 
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